Harold Weisborg 

Mr. Brian Kelly 7627 Old Receiver RcJ. 

Outlook, deputy odiitor Fiedoiick, MO 21702 

Washington Ikst Jvy ^/ H 7 

1150 15 b r., NW 1 V 

Washington, DO 20071 

Dear Ai r. iv elly, ^ 

In your 3/3, not here until today, you say "I am not interested in... • 
any evidence cf who might" have killed King "other than Bay." This represents 
the preconception of that issue of Outlook and it misrepresents anything I 


have written, including in my letter to H r. Dounie. 

So, I have no way of understanding what yo.u mean in saying that "To date, 
I have seon litt.lo or no such evidence." 


I’m almost 04 with much else on my mind and my memory is not what it was, 
hut I believe that what ~ wrote iJ r. ^ownio raised question of the journalistic 
lf^ one sty in presenting only one side and that from two with much to hide and /Y^O 
evidence that iv ay was not and could not* liave boon tli assassin, which 1 developed 
and for the most part Jim ^osar xirosented at the hearing of several decades ago. 

If by tills y<)u moan what x tliinlc does not interest tlid Post, you'd be 
interested in proof that &ay was not the assassin, that x have, under oath 


and subject to cross examination. 

Jim Lesar consulted my memory on a couple of ppints so x know he and you / 
have spoken. Fact is I urged lii^l to limit wliat he gives you to our work, and 
tliat was without any pretense of solving the crime. 

My interest was in iao/£htf the unwilling system work. I regrot that the 
courts as well as the press insisted! on not working in their traditional way. 

Sorry, I misread your letter. V/hat you do not understand and wliat the 

press missed entirely is tliat neither the JFK nor the *dng cas of/ was ever 

officially investigated or intended to be. Each was an effort to make a pre~ 

corjp^bio n appear to bo reasonable. If the Post had not decided tliat beginning with 

the very first book on ho V/arron ^omr.&ssion tft would not .review any mf mine 

& ! 

you might be aware of tills in the JFK from tlio documentation of it that is at the 
beginning of my AGAIIT 1. In* th4 ^ing case FBI records I got in 0 A 75-1996 

in which Jim was:: my lawyer state tliat all it did was a fugitive investigation. 

There are quite few cases such as lio crap you published of those seeking 
favors making up wliat they thought could got them favors, Dike Byers and Curtis, 
jji those FBI files. There is also one rather provocative indication of who did 
the job. You are welcome to tliat if you want it. I liave it from the FBI's 
files and I have it from the FBI's source The FBI ihnored it. Naturally. 


, /WA'’" , 

I' or you to cx^)6t a soUAfcn to tin crfiuTfroia Cesar is not only unfair, 
it is unprofessional wfc*, you published all that htgwqash from hick Billings 
and, Priscilla J olmson McMillan. Whoso husband announced Ids book as presuming 
«ay's guilt and then saying that made the writing easier. That makes her an " 
authority? A quotable source for tap Post? Or publishable as an authority? 

hick •billings know me from when he was at Ip’ii. u e did not speak to me 
about the King assassination although I bad h»Vs investigator and W rote 
tno first book on* on it. he and As committee began witl| the preconcibtion 
of hay's guilt and never looked at anything else. Until the fix palme^Byers 
off on thorn. *«u might be interested in what the *b. Louis Post Dispatch morgue 
lias on that fine gentleman and what his situation was at the time he gulled 
the iA ouse assassins. 

Iou publish what 1 desefibe as lies. 1 offered, with no demand o/any 
Idnd, to address what you^Wi^d. That you publislQd lies is not of in- 
terest' t:. you or to tbecM? Un that cyllme in particular? And all you are 
now interested in is what thd Post did not demand of the FBI, a solution to the 
crime by anyone other than hay7 

If you and the Post regard 'fhis as journalism, I do. not. 

Sincerely. 

Harold Weisberg 


